E33-32

Basin suates as they approach their 7.5 MAFY entitlement {see Tahle DN-5), glohal weather changes and
possibly data technique errors from 1900 thru 1940, which may have overstated actual river flows (authors
opinion not supported by documentation with regard to global weather changes and data technigues cirors),
Again, analyzing the data from Table DD-5, over the 1991 to 2000 time span, the average ten year annual
flow expressed as the sum of the Upper and Lower Basin states and Mexico deliveries was 13,778 MAFY.
This volume inchided draw downs of storage in Lake Powell and Lake Mead, thus if drought conditions
remain, it cannot be supported. Unfortunately, the total entitlements for the Colorado River are 16,5
MAFY (7.5 MAFY Upper Basin, 7.5 MAFY Lowcr Basin and 1.5 MAFY Mexico), thus the flows of the
Colorado River are over-allocated.

What this means is that banking of surplus Colorado River water flows today is MANDATORY,
mot an opton. In the not too distant future, without a radical weather change toward long-term
significantly enhanced rainfall over the Colorado River Basin, the river will not be able 1o supply the
entitlemnent allocations of the combined Upper and Lower Basin states and Mexico,

A cautionary note: 1 have not had the opportunity, nor the time 1o fully review the FEIS-CRISC
dated December 2000. As such, the ahove presented analysis may be in conflict with the FEIS-CRISC and
tire reader should exert due diligence in arriving at a conclusion. Further, it is my belief, that the preceding
analyzis represents a true picture of the situation and thus should be given full consideration when
evaluating the enteria for alternative 10,

The paragraph beginning with "EXPLANATION: ._* needs to be modified and expanded

*  Criteria C1 should be rated UNKNOWN - short-term and FAIL - long-term. The
analysis presented shows Colorado River surplus flows can provide and average 112
KAFY priority § entitlement to SDCWA, plus another 38 KAFY priority 6 purchasable
from [I¥CVWINVPVID, thus merting the minimum option of 130 KAFY of the Project,
providing banking of surplus flows is available. Long-term, again per the analysis,
surplug water will not be available, thus the long-term FAIL

®  Theimpact to [ID's water rights and the QSA have been discussed proviously in
alternarives 7, & and 9. The discussion is repeated herewith T can find other wavs 1o
protect its water rights without the proposed Project. A number of examples. not
intended to be all inclusive, come to mind. 1) Implement the QSA, implement in
district warter conservation programs per the proposed Project, and expand acres farmed
1o utilize a portion of the water conserved, and utilize the remainder of the conserved
water to support the S5RA's effort to stabilize (save) the Salton Sca. 2) Implement the
Q5A and instigate a water transfer deal with Mexico to increase Mexican farmi
operations in exchange for payments 10 support district water conservation efforts. Water
exported to Mexican farming operations must be structured 1o have a return flow to the
Salton Sea via the New or Alama Rivers. Implementation of the QS A, independent of
the IIDYSDCWA water transfer would place 11D partially in compliance with SWRCE
directives and should be viewable as a positive step toward implamentation of the 4.4
Flan. Given any progress toward reducing California's take from the Colorado River, |
seriously doubt that the Secretary of Interior will drastically cut California’s take as of
January 2003, However, as shown in Table DD- 6 Lower Colorado Water Supply
Repart (source: wanw le ushe.gov), it is of concern that the LCR water storage facilitics
are only at 73% of capacity, meaning another 10,545 MAF can be stored. Thus the

has the room to declare no excess flows for the LCR and restrict Califormia w
4.4 MAF. Paolitically, I doubt that it can be done. Based on the potential for alternatives
fior [ID, critevia €2 should be marked MAYBE, not FAIL. Likewise, critena (7 should
be marked MAYRE, not UNKMNOWHN.

CONCLUSION: After re-evaluation. the screening criteria for Altermative 10 exhibit MO
ri-term FAILS, and because storage of current surplus Mlows of the Colorado River is viewed as a
MANDATORY warer conservation project, this alterative should be further evaluated. Additionally, for
he long-term considerarion, SDCWA can implement the aptions expressed in alternatives 7, £ and 9,

in combination or singularly.
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An alternative not considered, but which need review is the combination of the Proposed Project and
fallowing as describad in Approach 2 of the HCP (Salton Sca Postion) and in Aliernative 4. In the
following. [ have taken the liberty of providing the Appendix D criteria evaluation written statement

 Discussion of Alternative 11: Fallowing and Proposed Project - 300 KAFY
Fallowing and 300 KAFY Water Conservation and Transfer

The Proposed Project potion of this alternative includes the implamentation ol the water
eonservation and transfer project descnbed in the IIDVSDCWA Transfer Agreement. [fthe QSA is
finalized and implemented. the Proposed Project would also include the modified [TIDVSDOW A transter,
and the additional water transfer to CVWD and/or MWD described in the QSA.

The HIDFSDCWA Transfer Agreement is a long-term transaction between 11D and SDOCW A
volving the conservation by 11D of a pnimary amount between 130 KAFY amd 200 KAFY, and the
subsequent transfer of all or a portion of the conserved water to SDCWA. The [IDVSDCWA Transfer
Agreement alao provades for the transter of an addiional "discretionary amount™ of up to 100 KAFY . The
conserved water would consist of Colorade River water that otherwise would be diverted by 11D for use
within [ID% water cervice area in Impenal County, California.  The water is intended for use within
SDCWA's service area in San Diego County, Califormia. ' Water would be diverted from the Lower
Colorado River (LCR) at Parker Dam and conveved via the Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA) 1o the
SDCWA service arca, pursuant to an exchange agreement berween SDCW A and MWD, Thiz diversion
will result in no net change to the LCR flows below Parker Dam or to the CRA since MWD will be
reducing irs excess take from the Colorado River by the amount of the [ID7SDOCW A water transfer.
Fallowing by individual landowners and farmers is not permitted under the terms of the [IDVSDCWA
Water Transfer Agreement for the conservation of the first 200 KAFY. As part of this alternative, the
fallowing restriction must be revised

Under the terms of the QSA, SDCWA would be limited to the primary amount of water {130-200
KAFY). An additional amount of 100 KAFY would be transferred to erther CVWL or MWD, Fallowing 15
not profubited by the QS5A,

For the purposes of the environmental assessment of the Proposed Project portion of this
altermative, it 3 assunmed that water comservation would occur through the implementation of a broad range
of conservation measures, which may vary from year to year, or even from season 1o season, depending on
farmer participation, weather and other physical condifions, agricultural market conditions, and other
variable factors. The conservation measures might include the following:

s  On-farm irngation svstem improvements, including on-farm irrigation management
techniques
‘Water delivery system improvemenis
Water treatment and reuse measurcs
Fallowing

Details of vanous conservation measures are included in Chapter 2 Project Description of the ITD Water
Conservation and Transler EIR/EIS.

Water \conservation within the [ID water service arca would result in a decrease in the amount of
agricultural drainage reaching the Salton Sea, which would affect salinity levels and Salton Sea elevations.
To mitigate these significant emvironmental impacts, land fallowing will be utilized a2 the seennd portion
of this altemative 1o restore Dows w the Saliom Sea (o pre-Project levels. [t should be noted that the

-35
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Response to Comment C35-93

Comment noted.

Response to Comment C35-94
The alternative proposed by the commenter is evaluated in the Draft
EIR/EIS as Alternative 4 with HCP Approach 2 (now referred to as
Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy). Regarding the commenter's
suggestion to raise water prices to farmers within the 1ID water service
area, it should be noted that IID's contract with the Bureau of
Reclamation, as well as the California Irrigation Act, prohibits IID from
charging more for water than the actual cost of service. In other words,
IID cannot legally charge more for water to water users within their
service area, than what it costs to operate and maintain their delivery
system.
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fallowing of this altemnative is different in scope than the fallowing proposed in Alternative 4. In this case,

the water conserved by fallowing will be diverted directly to the Salion Sea, rather than being transferred

o SDCWA as in Alernarive 4. Fallowing under this alternative will also completely climinate the need 1o Letter - C35
implememt the HCP Page 73

For purposes of analyzing the impacts of fallowing, it is assumed that lands will be taken out of
production. after establishing a cover crop to retain snil and avoid windblown dust, and that the total
amount of water historically delivered 1o the fallowed land will be reated as conserved water available for
use in mitigating the negative environmental impacts of the Proposed Project.  Given that 69% ol applicd
water is consumptively used (crop ET and evaparation) and 319 is returned to the Salton Sca, fallowing
land vnly provides a net savings of the 69% per acre. Assuming 6 AF per acre (actual number is 5.63 AF
per acre - see Appendix E), to maintain the flows to the Salton Sea about 72,500 acres must be fallowed
(300 KAFY divided by 69% times & AF/A). This is in addition to the 20,000 acres historically fallowed
each year for land management/improvement farming practices. Because participation by
landowners/farmers in the fallowing program would be voluntary, actual avicage might vary depending on
the actual historical water usage of the land fallowed  Compensation to the landowners/farmers
participating in the fallowing program will be required. Although it is nol within the scope of the
NIVEDCWA Water Conservation and Transfer Project Draft EIR/EIS to discuss economics of the
alternatives, fallowing is an issuc with significant on-going cxpenses, thus in the following paragraphs, 1
provide a simple analysis of the economics and my thoughts on how to fund payments fior fallowing and
CONSEOATIGN DroErmms

Historically, users within the [1D service area have enjoyed low cost water. [ID service are
compriscs 1,061,637 acres, of which 462,202 are irrigated with an average 5.6 AF/acre at an average cost
of $15.50 per AF (Source: www iid.com). Compare this to water rates in the SDCWA service area,
SDCWA 2002 water rates 1o member agencies are S379/AF for agricubmiral uee and $526/AF for Mi:T use,
Onto these numbers, each member agency adds their district service costs. For the Fallbrook Public Utility
District (North County, San Dicge) rates arg $123/AF agricultural and $577 to S642/AF M&! {Sourcc:
www FPLID.com). Many of the member agencies being served by SDCWA charge even higher prices.
Given these prices, farmers within ihe STCWA service area have no choice but 1o implement conservation
practices. The same cannot be said about farming within the 1D service area. Because of the low waler
cost. no benefit is ganed thr implementing conservation practices.

To fund compensation for the landowners'farmers participating in the fallowing program , o
provide funds for the conservation programs of the Proposed Project, and to encourage on-farm water
sonscrvation, it wiil be necessary 1o increase the per AF water charges within the 1D service area. A
doubling of the per AF charge to $31/AF is proposed. Given that the Proposed Project will provide 2.5
MAFY billable water as measured at Mesa Lateral § (sec Figure 3.1-26), doubling the water rate will
provide an additional $38.75 million. When added to the $46.6 million (SZ33/AF times 200 KAFY) to he
received from SDCWA as part of the water transfer and funds available swell (o $85 4 million anm mally

The question now Is, are these funds sufficient to compensate landowners/farmers participating in
fallowing and fund conservation projects/programs as described in the Proposed Project? A statement from
1D provides a baseline.

"In 2000 over 580,000 acres of Impenal Valley land within ([11) district boundaries was farmed
to produce over $900 million in field, vegetable and permanent crops.” (Source: www [1D com)

There is an apparent discrepancy in [IDYs statements regarding farmed land - 462,202 irrigated land versus
S80,000 farmed land. It is not the purpose here to resolve the difference- likely due to range land for cattle
perations not being irmigated - but to énable the generation of a per acre gross return. Within the TIT
ice arca, gross return per acre thus ranges $1560 and 51948, Net of expenses, the landowner/farmer
can cxpect to carn $200 to $800 per acre (my estimate - further rescarch noeded). With 72,500 acres
owed this would lead to fallowing payments of 3145 million to 358 0 million, thus leaving aifficient
nds to implement the conservation programs of the Proposed Project

o 5-1070




C35-364

Proposed Project Screening Griteria

C1: Provide SDCWA with raliable source Pass
C21 Protect 11D's water rights Maybo
C3: Reduce anvironmental impacts Pass
C4: Tachnically faasibla and reliabla Pass
GC3: Institutionally and politically feasible Pass
C6: Implementable within reasonable time period Pass
CT: Meets Q3A transler objectives Fass

EXPLAMNATIOM: This allernative is an expansion of the Proposed Project and meets the Proposed
Project objectives. It is designed to provide SDCW A with an alternative and reliable water source, while
preserving the Salton Sea af current state. It uses proven conservation rechnologies and does not appear 1o
pose any insurmountable permitting issues and no large-scale construction prior to implementation is
vequired.  Also, the QSA transfer objectives are fully satisfied undr the Proposed Project portion of this
alternative. Given these considerations. criteria C1. C4 . C6 and C7 are rared PASS,

Criteria C2 is rated a MAYBE due to the concern that farmland fallowing and diversion of the
conserved water to Salton S¢a may not be considered a reasonable and bencficial use of [IDs water nehts
Adsy the HDYSDCWA Tramior Agreement proinbis use of fallowing a3 a conservation measure under
1IDY's contracts with partcipating landowners. Thie restriction does not need to be changed since NO
FALLIYWING iz heing done for the firet 200 KAFY of transfor water under the Proposed Project partion
of this aliemative. Given the political veed w make this water comse vation amd ransfeor project work,
which inclides the mitigarion of all serious environmental impacts, accepiance of contract madificanon if
respuired, can be assumed and since the water conserved by fallowing 15 being used to mitigate sigmiicant
environmemtal impacts caused by the water wansfer, 5 use (o maintain the Salton Sea becomes a
bencficial use.

The imert of the farmiand fallowing portion of this alvernarive is 1o preserve the Saiton 3ea
inflows at the No Project level, To the extent that this is achieved, most, if not all (analysis per Section 3
af this Draft EIR/EIS is required to determine), of the eavironmental impacts to the Salton Sea associated
with the Proposed Project will be fully mitigated. and the need for the HCP under the Proposed Project
wotiom of this alternative would essentially be eliminated Criteria C3F is thus rated PASS

The fallowing of lands to develop conserved water 1o maintain historic flows to the Salton Sea at
historic levels will likely be a controversial issuc within the Imperial Valley, and may be opposed by
members of the community based on potential socio-cconomic impacts to third parties. The [ID Board has
adopred a policy that iandowners participating in the conservation plan shouid not be compensated for
fallowing as a means of conserving water for ransfer and, as previously stated, the HIDVSDCWA Transfer
Agreement prohibits fallowing 2 2 means of water conservation for the first 200 KAFY, although the
0QS5A has no such fallowing restniction. Techmeally, the HIVSDUWA Transfer Agreement 15 not an issug
since the first 200 KAFY of warer iransfer will be generated by conservation rechniques per the Proposed
Project portion of this alternative, thus fallowing is not prohibited under the fallowing portion of this
alternative. Board policy regarding compensation for following 1s a political issue solely within the control
of the 11D Board and can casily be changed, espoedially if it is the ONLY WAY that the IIDVEDOCW A water
transfer can be implemented,

Letter - C35
Page 74

5-1071



£35.94

E3535

Ld.i&i-:uh to quantify the socio-economic costs associated with the health issues (wind-bome toxie dust),

loss of real estate property values (Salion Sea shoreline communities will cease 1o exist, primarily because
sca access will be five or more miles distant acroas 11D property and recreational opportunitics will be lost;
and due to health concerns from the wind-bome dust and airborne aromas, which may be more prevalent
real estate values throughout Imperial/Coachella Valley will likely be negatively impacted). and loss of
recreational opportunitics and underlying suppon businesses without a full evaluation as per the Proposed
Project. But il can be surmiged that the socio-economic impacts of this alternative will be significantly less
than those of the Proposed Project, with or without the HCP.  Given the institutionally and politically
feasibility of this alternative, Criteria C5 is thus rated PASS. .

CONGLUSION: All screening criteria of Altermative 11 are PASS, with the exception of C2
which is a MAYBE. Decausc there are no fails, this altemative should be fully evalvated. It is my
opimon that this aitérmative is the best options for implementing the IIDVSDCW A water transfer and
implementing the O5A. It also meerts all the objectives of the 4.4 Plan.

[ ADDITIONAL ALTERNATIVES

Additional alternatives come to mind, some of which may have ment for analysis within the
scope of this EIR/EIS. Being limited in time. | leave it to others to pursue the merits

+ Combine the fallowing concepts of Alternative 11 with the water transfer projects
discussed in alternatives |, 2 and 3. Each of these combinations would reduce the
acreage needed in the fallowing program required 1o preserve Saiton Sea histonc surface
clevation level

+»  Pipe unuged SD County Title 22 tertiary wastewster to Salton Sex. Per the SDOCWA
Urban Water Management Plan by the year 2020, San Diego County will be dumping 1o
ocean cutfall approximately 80 KAFY of “excess® Title 22 termiary and 124 KAFY of
secondary wastewater. Combined, if piped to Salton Sea, this would provide a
replacement water source of 204 KAFY for the sea and thus stabniize the surface
elevation.

s+ Sorap the IIVEDCWA water transfer and ingtead have [TD do transfers with Arizona,
Mevada andior Mexicn in exchange for Title 22 wseondary and termany wastewater and
financial considerations for use in water conscrvaton projects and Salton Sca restoraton
SDCWA will have to satisfy their needs per the options discussed in alternatives 7, 8 ar
9. ar a combination of them

+«  Conserve water per the Project but use conserved water within Coachella/lmperial Vallev
to cxpand acres farmed - dairics, fish farma, crops. A portion of the conserved water

should he dedicated to the Salton Sea Restoration Project. Preserves [TD water nghts and

preserves the Salton Sea status quo. Again, SDCWA will have 1o satisfy their needs per
the options discussed in alternatives 7, 8 or 9, or a combination of them

a  Conserve water per the Project but use conserved water to directly restore the Salton Sea
under the auspices of the Salton Sea Restoration Project. With the proposed diking and
evaporation poods, the low TDS conserved water should acoclerate the sea's restoraticn.
Again, SDCWA wall have to satiefy their needs per the options discussed in alternatives
7.%0r % or acombination of Lthem,

ENDOF APPENDIX D COMMENTS
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Response to Comment C35-95
The commenter suggested that several additional alternatives be
further evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS. The following paragraphs
respond to each of the alternatives suggested.

e The Proposed Project intentionally incorporates sufficient flexibility
to implement various conservation measures including on-farm
irrigation improvements, system-based conservation measures, and
fallowing to obtain water for transfer, HCP measures, and compliance
with the IOP. The project description allows IID and the program
participants to vary the type of conservation measure and the amount
of water conserved through the various measures including fallowing.
Additionally, HCP Approach 2 (now referred to as Salton Sea Habitat
Conservation Strategy) allows the same flexibility; that is, water to
assure that inflows to the Sea are not reduced compared to the
Baseline can be generated through any type of conservation measure
including fallowing. However, it is assumed that fallowing would be the
most likely method for generating this water. Additionally, HCP
Approach 2 (now referred to as Salton Sea Habitat Conservation
Strategy) can be scaled to generate the amount of water required,
depending on the amount of water transferred and the resulting effect
on inflows to the Sea.

«  The concept of pumping waste water from coastal areas as
replenishment water for the Salton Sea was analyzed in detail in
"Salton Sea Alternatives Pre-Appraisal Report" (Reclamation 1998).
The report looked at pumping water from two sources: the Hyperion
Waste Water Treatment Plant in Los Angeles, and the Point Loma
WWTP in San Diego. The concepts were rejected because of cost (life-
cycle cost present value of $2.5-$5.6 Billion), seismic concerns, and
severe environmental degradation of critical habitat areas along any
reasonable pipeline route. Additionally, please note that this is an
alternative for restoration of the Sea, not a Project Alternative.

¢ The third proposal was unclear, and therefore we cannot respond.

However, the potential for water transfers with other Basin states is
addressed in response given for Comment C35-88.
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Response to Comment C35-95 (continued)

The commenter suggests that SDCWA should meet their water requirements via Alternative 7, Alternative Transfers; Alternative 8, Maximize Local Supplies in SDCWA Service
Areas and Desalination; and/or Alternative 9, CVP and SWP Supplies. Each of these alternatives was eliminated because of either inability to meet project objectives or inability to
reduce impacts compared to the Proposed Project. SDCWA may choose to pursue any or all of these options in the future; however, they are not considered to be viable
alternatives to meet the objectives of this Project.

Conserving water within the [ID water service area for use by the Salton Sea Restoration Project is not a feasible alternative unless sufficient funds are allocated to the Salton Sea
Restoration Project to pay farmers to construct conservation projects. Currently, sufficient funding has not been allocated to the Salton Sea Restoration Project. Please refer to the
Master Response on Other/J Relationship Between the Proposed Project, QSA, IA, IOP, and CVWD Groundwater Management Plan in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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[ (C7: Meets QSA transfer objectives | Fail

EXPLANATION: Warter ransfers from other sources in California o SDCWA might
supplement their existing supply; however, it is unlikely that they could provide SDCWA
with a reliable source in the event of a drought period. - Thr;r-::fmc,-f} is rated Fail.

b
This aliernative may adversely impact 11D's water rights because it would not serve TID's
objective to develop an on-farm and system conservation program (o increase irrigation
efficiency, and it would not implement SWRCB directives, thereby allowing the potential for
challenges to its water use. Therefore, this altemative fails C2. Without specific transfer
terms, it is speculative to state whether thig altemative could minimize environmental
impacts when compared to the Proposed Project.

Additionally. due 1o conveyance capacity constraints. C4 is rated Unknown. This aliermative
would not meet the QSA ransfer objectives.

CONCLUSION: DBecause this altemative docs not meet the Proposed Project objeclives to
supply SDCWA with a reliable alternative water supply and protect [1D's watcr rights, it has
been eliminated from further consideration. Additionally, it is uncertain if this project could
reduce environmental impacts when compared to the Proposed Project. However, it should
be noted that SDCWA might pursue some transfers from these sources as a supplement to its
overall supply.

AENDEL D = Dar
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Response to Comment C35-96
The suggested changes have been made and are reflected in
Section 4.2, Text Revisions in this Final EIR/EIS.
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To diversily ils sources of water supply and reduce its current dependence on a single
source for imported water, in order to enhance the reliability of its water supply.

To establish a stabilized, competitive price for a significant portion of its water supply.

Both the IID/SDCWA Transfer Agreement and the QSA incorporate crucial elements of
Californias draft Coloradue River Water Use Plan (Califurnia Plan) (see Section 1.4.6), which
provides a framework to assist California in reducing its use of Colorado River water to its
apportionment of 4.4 million acre-feet (MAF) in a normal year, and to mitigate the impact
on California water agencies and waler users associated with the reduction in diversions
from the Colorado River. The broad purpose of the (OSA, in particular, is to facilitate key
elements of the California Plan. The parties to the OSA, which are [TD. CVWI, and MWD,
have determined that the QSA fulfills the following collective objectives of its proponents:

To settle, by consensual agreement, long-standing disputes regarding the quantity.
priority. use. and transferability of Colorado River water.

To agree on a plan for the future distribution of Colorade River water among 11D,
CVYWD, and MWD for up to 75 years, based on Colorado River water budgets for 11D,
CYWD, and MWD,

To facilitate agreements and actions which, when implemented, would enhance the
certainty and reliability of Colorado River water supplies available to 1D, CVWD, and
MWD, and would assist these agencies in meeting their water demands within
California’s apportionment of Colorade River waler.

To identify agreed-on terms and conditions for the conservation and transfer of specific
amounts of Colorado River water within California

To provide incentives to promote conservation of Colorado River water.

1.2.2 Habitat Conservation Plan Objectives
For 11D, the objectives of the HCP are:

|

To minimize and mitigate the impacts of any take of covered species that might cccur as
a result of the implementation of the IID/SDCWA Transfer Agreement, the [ID water
conservation and transfer projects provided for under the O5A, the consensual cap on
Colorado River water diversions by [ID), and continuation of [11)'s routine operation and
maintenance (O&M) activities in connection with [ID's water irrigation and drainage

system.

To provide regulatory assurances to 1112 that additional mitigation measures to address
impacts on covered species would not be required beyond the measures described in the
HCP.

To support issuance of Incidental Take Permits under both the federal and the state

Endangered Species Acts for the covered activities. =

A ESA)

The components of the HCP are further described in Section 2.2.6 of Chapter 2 and in
Appendix C.

4
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Response to Comment C35-97
The suggested changes have been made and are reflected in
Section 4.2, Text Revisions in this Final EIR/EIS.
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TABLE 2.2

IID's Proposed Waler Budget under the QSA

Watar Budgat

= > indicatos waler
transfer bo others)

Budget Cap and
Adjustments

Additional Hotes

3,100 KAF

= 100 o 110 KAF =

= 130 w 200 KAF >

< 50.2 KAF =

= 11,5 KAF =

< 100 KAF =

= 1.3 KAF -

2,610 1o 2,090 KA

Priofity 3 Water Lise
Cap

Tor MWD peisr iheie 1988
HDAWD Agreamsand

To SOCWA — Transior
ol e waibng

To MWD as part of the
AAC Lining Project”
To San Luie Ray lndian

Water Rights Settiement

parthes via MWD as part
of the AAG Lining

Project

To CVWD andior MWD
= Trangior of SonSarwd

For Mizcoisneous and
Federal present
porfoctod righte

The 1988 IIDMWD Agreemesnl is described in Section 1.4.4 in
Chaplar 1. Under this agreement. MWD is enliled lo nequest and
divart from the Colomdo River an amount oqual to the armount of
WRIS CONSErved Uy CRTAIN CONSanvation paid for by
MWD, estimatod 1o range from 100 to 110 . Water bagan 1o
bo avaltable under this agresmaent in 1000; tha project reachad
full implementation in 1898. The impacts of the 1988 IDMWD
Agreamen] were addressed in a previous emvironmental
aGoomsmaanl

Transhor of congend water 10 SOCWA 5 doscribod in Soction
2241 in ths Deaft FIRFEIS

The AAD Project ia described in Section 1.5.2 in Chapler 1
and PQH?H'I.MWEEEIS.

Tha San Luie Roy Indian Water Righls Sottiomont Act, onactod

Congress in 1953 as amended in 2000 (Titlke | of Public Low
100- 675}, authorized a settemant of water rghls caims to San
Luis Roy River walor, This setfement is oxpecied o bo taciitated
through the use of 11.5 KAFY of waber consarved by the AAC
Ining project and 4 5 KAFY conzaned by tha Coachalin Canal
lining projoct. Ernvironmental compliancs is provided lor in the
Dvaft U E15, Coachwita Canal Lining Frogect Finsl EIRELS, amd
tha AAC Lining Projact Final EIRVEIS. Usa of tha walar by coain
settloment partios (the La Jolla, Pala, Pauma, Rincon and San
FPascual Bands of Mission Indisas) will reguines aodibaonea)
arvironmental analysis

Transler of consened walar lo CVIVD andior MWD s described
N Sachon 2.2 4.2 in mis Dran EIRENS,

The GSA provides e ID's ferboaronee of uoo of 11.5 KAFY of
Colorado River waler o salsly, al DOUS request, cerain
mizcollanacue and Indian preeont pordfoctod righte (oo Soction
142 in Chapler 1 of this Draft EIRMELS) to Colorado River water,
The 11.5 KAFY covened by IID's forbeamnce descrbed above
could be charged againet ID's Priodty 3, 6, or T waler rights, al
nor's . To the extent the 11.5 KAFY is provided from [ID's
Priadily 3 walar fghl thal amaunt is included in tho diversions
subjoct to ID's contractual limitation on its Priodty 3 diversions of
Colorado Fiver waler al 3.1 MAFY, as described abose and in
tha OSA.

gl

Source: Reclamaticn 2002

Noplars:
' In surplus yaars (as defined in the Drafl LA EIS), IID would have a righl 1o use Lhis walor with cerlain restrctions.
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Response to Comment C35-98
The suggested changes have been made and are reflected in
Section 4.2, Text Revisions in this Final EIR/EIS.
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